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INTACDUCTION 


The purpose of this submission to the Royal 
Commission on the Northern Environment is to examine the 
question of protection of natural landscapes or Environ- 
mentally Sensitive Areas (ESA's) in northwestern Ontario. 
The term "Environmentally Sensitive Area" was first used in 
southern Ontario referring to "any area designated in an 
official plan to inform the gencral public, that the area so 
namec and defined - is recognized as containing a represen- 
tative ecosystem, whose biological and ecological status 
should be maintained, preserved and protected for the present 
and+future inhabitant." (Adindu, and Bagles, 1977). The 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo was the first to include 
sensitive areas in an approved municipal official plan in 
1975» This-precedent provided momentum for counties and 
municipalities such as Halton, Hamilton-Wentworth, South 


Wellington, Peel, York anc Ottawa-Carlton to initiate ESA 


planning. 


The Ministry of Natural Resources has been involved 
in sensitive area planning since about 1974 (Ministry of 
Natural Resources, 1974). The Guidelines for Land Use Plann- 


ing (1974) states that "an inventory and evaluation of sen- 


sitive arcas and features will be made". In the West 
. . = > r oO ; s ong Ae < T -4- ‘ 
Patricia Land Use Plan (north or 50 ) Ministry of Natural 


Resources will refer to sensitive areas as "special" areas 


seers. conmm.). The present policy for sensitive 


4 


(Johm Scott, 
areas is now being reworked by the Head Office in Toronto 
anil will likely contain some regional differences to account 


for differences in land use (Mike Millar, pers. comm.). 


My experience in southern Ontario with ESA planning 
has increased my awareness of the differences in designating 
ESA's after most of the land has been degraded by other land 
uses or has come under private ownership. In southern 
Ontario, protection of certain areas of land is only now 
beingeconsidered. | ihig is at a time when there as very 
Little matural Lang lett. One major problem is that most lo 
the ESA's in southern Cntario are under private ownership 
and WO ewdiiiacult to have much control over how these 
areas are “protected or managed. It is also difficult to 
purchase these lands due to the extremely high cost involved. 
Another factor is that many of the ESA'ts have been degraded 
by various means and are not representative natural land- 


scapes. Impacts include pollution from residential and/or 


industrial areas, trampling from recreational use, and 


 prancipal hypothesis of this paper is that develop- 
ment and exploitation of northwestern ieee resources is 
presently occurring at a rapid rate and will likely continue. 
Land use policy should therefore include Sepsis criteria 
for the long term protection of representative natural land- 
scapes and natural diversity in the northwestern Ontario 


region. 


The major development affecting northwestern Ontario 
at the present time is cutting of black spruce and jack pine 
for pulp and paper. The forest products industries are now 
clear cutting huge areas of previously uncut forest without 
environmental assessment and with questionable regeneration 
techniques. The forests around Thunder Bay and close to 
other mills in northwestern Ontario have already been 


"plundered" (Hearndon, pers. commn.). 


The criteria discussed for ESA's in this paper are 
for areas which are important from an earth and life science 
standpoint. Historical areas are important also but they 
should be dealt with using separate criteria. Some of the 


main issues I would like to address are; 


(a) The Values of Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 


(b) 


(c) 
(d) 
(ce) 


The Relationship Between ESA's. and Provincial 
Parks. 

Sensitive Areas in the Northwestern Region. 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas Criteria. 


Land area Requirements for ESA's. 


(a) Values of Environmentally Sensitive Areas 


At the present time it may be difficult for people 
to comprehend why ESA's are needed in northwestern Ontario. 
Development appears to b2 limited and the natursl land area 
is vast. The appearance of widespread wilderness is not 
totally by accilent. Along major highways, strips of forest 
are preserved so that driving through northern Ontario one 
will see virtually no logging. One must travel by plane or 
drive the logging roads to see the actual impacts of the 


pulp and paper industry. 


The value of protecting natural landscapes has 
been described in many papers. Some of these deal with wild- 
erness values (Gardner, 1978; Addison and Bates, 1974) and 
some specifically with the values of ESAts (Adindu and 
Eagles, 1977; Eagles, 1979). 1 would like to briefly review 
some of the values of sensitive areas categorized under 


specific values. 


Cultural —- Social Values 


The unknown components of natural landscapes have 
served as important attraction; and challenges to mans 


capabilities. Man has dealt with these unknown aspects 


un 


shrough various forms of cxploration. The development of 
the hunian mind has, relied on! chic, Gxpioration and learning 
process through such forms as science, art and religion 


(Gardner, 1978)... \The) variety andi diversity of. nature has 


also been important in providing inspirational value to man. 


Natural areas also provide for risk taking and varia- 
tion in our lives. Risk-taking behaviour and exploration, 
represented in one form by natural areas, are essential to 
development and well being (Gardner, 1978). Natural areas 
allow for variation in stimulation and escape from over- 
stimulation which contribute to the normal development and 
function of organisms (Gardner, 1978). . Natural arcas also 
allow for diversity of human experience and provide con- 


trasting values to the urban lifestyle. 


Historical 


Natural areas have historical value in preserving 
the geological and biological history of an area. The soils 
and rocks record how an area wa: formed and also when it is 
formed. The plant snecies of an undisturi.ed ecosystem give 
an intlication of what surrounding disturbed systems may have 
once looked like. In this sense, preserving natural areas 
has value in providing natural heritage for future genera-— 


tions to view and experience (Addison and Bates, 1974). 


Scientific 


ESA's are most important from a scientific point of 
view since they promiic relatively undisturbed remnants of 
the natural ecosystem for study purposes. Natural landscapes 
are important in providing a base datum of normality as a 
reference point for research and management studies (Addison 
and Bates, 1974). Natural areas for scientific study must 
therefore be a minimum size so that they are preserved 
intact, are self-regulating and self perpetuating. It is 
irrational to destroy representative ecosystems without 
fully understanding their processes and therefore their 


significance. 


Economic 


A common view, until fairly recently, has been that 
natural resources are unlimited and free for the taking. 
Gradually this is changing and we are realizing that natural 
resources are not unlimited and that many economic values 
are provided by natural lands. As anveaks aie? it is being 
recognized that forests can be important in water purifi- 
cation and in reduction of the frequency of floods. Millions 
of dollars each year are spent by conservation authorities 


in Ontario to artificially reduce flooding. This flooding 


is largels due to the reductaon eo. forest cover an wacer— 


shecds. 


Natural areecs arc also anportant in: providing 
aesthetic diversity and natural landscapes important to the 
tourism industry in northwestern Ontario. Preserved forest 
stands may also provide valuable undisturbed areas for 
management studies by the forest industry in the future. 
Understanding the natural dynamics of the forest could be 


helpful an. improrving future forestry practices. 


The future costs of reversing a decision of resource 
ExUraccronsmay De mch @reacer than the cost of reversing a 
decision to preserve a natural area (Eagle:, 1979). Further, 
commitment of an area to resource extraction may be irrever- 
sible at any cost as it is not necessarily possible to 


tresenerate" natural areas. 


(>) Parks and Environmentally Sensitive Areca; 
an a ee 


Provincial Parks and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
have various goal; in common and it is therefore useful to 


discuss and distinguish the two systems. 


The Ministry of Natural Resources distinguishes the 
two in one way by administering them under different branches. 
Parks are administered under the Parks Branch and sensitive 


areas are administered under the Lands Branch. 


ESA'S, as defined by the criteria, are similar to 
Parks only under their protection objective which is "to 
protect provincially significant elements of the natural 
and cultural landscape of Ontario" (Ministry of Natural 
Resources, 1979). "Provincially" is the important ore here. 
Using a classification of Ontario of site regions, the effort 
in provincial parks is to represent as many site types as 
pols ble in each site region. Therefore, this is a system 


which attempts to represent oi.ly natural areas of provin- 


cial importance. 


Environmentally Sensitive Areas, alternatively, are 


areas which have local or regional significance. They may 


also be generally smaller in size, although this need not 


necessarily be the casc.. In southern Ontario, the usual 
adlminastrative boundary for sensitive arca policy is the 
Regional Municipality or County. Administrative boundaries 
in Northern Ontario should be the MNR District since this is 
presently the government ministry responsible for sensitive 
areas and since they alministcer a large proportion of the 


land in the north. 


The provincial park system places strong emphasis on 
recreation as an objective and as a result, recreation 
demand has been the major influence in determining the 
present park system (A11 provincial parks in the northwestern 
region are recreation class parks). The situation is grad- 
ually changing as many of the oark reserves are evaluated on 
the significance of natural fcatures. Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas are evaluated strictly on the protection of 
significant natural features. This does not, however, 
exclude them from providing aesthetic and natural diversity 


to passive recreation oriented users. 


Environmentally Sensitive Areas are evaluated by 
inventorying the votential areas at a Species specific level 


rather than uSing the broader site type classification of 


10 


the parks systene” The Species level. as important to sensitive 


area planning since this as ultimately the basis for life 
scacnce diversity. This level of detail has been found to 
be necessary in evaluating areas at a more local level 


(Adindu and Eagles, 1977). 


The above should not be taken as criticism of the 
provancaal parks systen. Tt as only antencded “to point out 
that although the two systems are similar they do have 


differences in end result. 


Provincial parks and ESA's should be considered as 
having compatible objectives and as both being necessary 


systems. 


Neither program will totally meet the requirements 
of the other. A good example of this is the Regional Mun- 
icipality of Waterloo where there are no provincial parks 
but where approximately 6% of the Region has been designated 


in the official plan as ESA's. 


There is a need in Ontario for larger reserves which 
will protect areas of undisturbed habitat for the larger 
mammals in northwestern Ontario. At the present time, the 


provincial park objective in the Northwestern Region is to 


eh 


put one wilderness park in Gach, siterresgion, averuging about 
205) Siwareimile. ancdewrthra Re RE SLzZe.oL evout. 193 square 
miles. fhis would mean about 13 wilderness parks in Ontario. 
Tt“still “remains tovbe’ scen whether vor: nots objectives will be 
met. There are two wilderness. park reserves in northwestern 
Ontario, Stout Lake and Woodland Carabou, however; as yet 


they do not have official status (Fisure 1). 


A proposal by Addison and Bates (1974) conflicts 
with the provincial parks system regarding the size of wild- 
erness reserves. Their proposal is that wilderness areas 
should be an average size of 1,;5CO square miles and a mini- 
mum area of 750 square miles. The proposal reconnends 12 to 


15 reserves in Ontario. 


T dovnot ewisniyCoucomnuepdetartvonsthe merits. of 
either proposal; however, I would like to suggest that a 
wilderness reserves system is necessary. This is especially 
true’in northern Ontario since this is the last refuge for 
some of the large mammals, (eg. cougar, wolverine) which 
require undisturbed, large natural areas. ESA's could be 
very important satellite area: connected by natural corridors 


to these ‘larser’ reserves. 
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FIG. | PROVINCIAL PARKS - PARK RESERVES 
Northwestern Region 


approx. area CaN 


@ Parks (acres) 
! Caliper Lake 247 
2 Lake of the Woods 2,713 
3 Sioux Narrows Pewee! 
4 Rushing River 475 

5 Blue Lake 875 

6 Pakwash_ LLY. 
7 Aaron 173 
8 Ojibway 6572 
9 Sandbar Lake 7,898 


#@ Park Reserves 


i Stout Lake 545,480 
2 Berens— Dowling 77,113 
3 Woodland —Caribou902,015 [, J » 
4 Lund Lake 

5 Telescope Lake 

6 Pipestone Peninsula 
7 Sandpoint Island. 

8 Pow-Wow-Grounds 
9 Pistol Lake 


adapted from MNR_ i979, 


Ce?) SOnsi Giro. nrc) Lit bee SO Lire 5 Gerth gotts cD Onn 
In the NNorthwesverneiecion, cach MNel district 13 
resJjonsible for designatin san ne¢gormimireyscensytive areas. 
rs mo YY o 


Sites are recorded on standard “aata shects (Appendix L) and 
Lt 


added periodically to a sensitive areas binder. The follow- 


ing results were compiled’ during December, 1979 from district 


reports filed in the Kenora Resional Office (see Table 1 and 


Facuren). 


in’ they Northwestern ikesron the sewsitive: arcas which 
oo 

have been designated by the Ministry of Natural Resources 

Pall Anco LEve = cacegories:: 


oe Pisa auld la ee 
fy Vegetation 
3 es Ths torical 
4) Geological 


a ecw Guta 1 


Tne) LOCamenunbDer On Acros mnvolvedias difficult to 
estimate since for many of the areas the boundaries are not 
defined. There is a total of 182 sites in the Northwestern 
Region. Of these, 81 or about 45% would meet one or more of 
the criteria proposed in section (d) of this paper. About 


one half of these $l ‘sites (40 sites) are designated to pro-~ 


tect 3 species: in pickerel spawning ground;, bald earles 
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aa” 
Fig.2 MNR Sensitive Areas which fulfill at least 10f the proposed criteria 


in the Northwestern Region 


RED LAKE \ 


Sioux LooKxouT 


= y FORT 
— 


HERONRY 
BALD EAGLE NEST 
VEGETATION 
CULTURAL 
GEOLOGICAL 
_ FISH AND WILDLIFE 


PICKEREL SPAWNING AREA 


Table 1 MNR Sensitive Areas Which Fulfill at Least 1 


of the Proposed Criteria in the Northwestern Region’ 


Fish + Wildlife 
Sensitive Areas 


Vesetation 
Sens. Areas 


n ”. 

p Ps} | dan n w 

0) ® @ wo ow ) 

®o aw ® oO vo ri @® = 

aaa Eg oe | 22 ; 

MNR bo] slog ee 4 Ouell cite G41 8 

Northwestern aia . “a 2 he g Hy a * i 2 re) a 

Region Mms| dla Por fane oo|] 30 RW 

| DISTRICTS Pa} | AQ ; & fw OA | OW Q 
Dryden 
Kenora 


Fort Frances 


Red Lake 


Sioux Lookout 


| 
| % of 2] 20] 9 | Ta soe | 7 | Sibo iad) 
'SensitiveAreag | | 


i 
' 


* This chart includes 81 of the 182 sensitive areas in 
the Northwestern fegion, The others are mainly historical 
sensitive areas. 


( compiled from District Sensitive Area Reports) 


nests ani heronries. The -e arc important species and they 
should be protected, however, it illustrates that there is 
an imbalance in representation of the region's diversity in 
sensitive areas. The diversity of flora in the region is 


also poorly represented by sensitive areas and almost one 


half of floral areas are for tree seed production. 


Within each district there is inconsistency as to 
what sensitive areas are. For cxample, Dryden District has 
d2signated 15 of the 17 bzld ecagle nests. The other dis-— 
tricts do not emphasize bald eagle nests in their respec= 


Lave SENSicCive areca resorts. 


There is also inconsistency from district to dis- 
trict as to the management of similar areas. For example, 
logging will not be allowed in a woodland caribou sensitive 
area in henora District. However, an a saiamalar” area in 
Dryden District the recommendations for use suggest, 


"selective cutting should be carried out within this area". 


There is a need to resolve some of these problems 
and inconsistencies with a well defined policy and with 


specific management guidelines for sensitive areas. 
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(d) Bnvir onmentnis tSensi cigs. trCas Cliceria 


Absolute Ly *essongrak Co. cict a lanunine of ESA's sare 
clearly delined errecrse amwhich sa betas uliG resource 


vlanner to decigions anout which s2te> shouldbe included. 


Ac they present sCine,. Che Sida sere of Nabural 
ROSOUrCE.s “COCs NOU Mavens DOC OD ICULurridsay ai tabler ror 
the desipnavtonu.or Bowls. LCI Soest Chateria, have, bec 
GUuive, Cualitacaive and vory WE ACL oglla Stare de. | Ascene 
comments, Crom theminastr; of Natural Resources. have 
susves ved) that thissis a “Nconftused" tarea within the ministry 


(Eagles, 1979) and that ministry sensitive: areas study is a 


Neray arcat (Scott, pers. comm. ). 
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eb row Pecommen< tne “Use OF critcria which have 
been extremely useful in southern Ontario municipalities. 


These leriteria sere Tormilaccd by “Adindu and Eagles (1977 ). 


The criteria for dcsisnavtion of an area could 


include any one or a combination of the following: 


(1) The area revorescnt<9a distanetive and unusual Land— 
form within: Che district, municipality, Ontario or 


Canada. 


(2) TLhHEMecolorvlcaleitincevi3cn or the area is vital to the 
healthy maintenance of ‘a natural system beyond its 
boundaries, <uch as water storage or recharge area, 
amporcanl Wildlife niierators Spo Dover or contentration 
points, or linkage of suitable habitat between natural 


biological cominities. 


The plant and/or animal cormunities of the area are 


= 
ies) 
— 


identified as unusual or of high quality locally with- 


in’ the’? district, municivality, Ontario om Canadas 


(1) 


(6) 


(7) 


=o 
co 
~S 
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The area is vinusuel babrtaet with lamigedercprescnta— 
tion an the dist roc iminsvciga Puc, (OlGarhomor Canada, 
or a.small rermant of parcicular habitats whach: have 


virtually disappeared within the community. 


The area, hax’ an. unusually high diversity of biological 
communities and associated plants and animals due to a 
variety of geomorphological Teavures,, SOilS) water, 
sunlight and associated vegetation and micro-climatic 


effects. 


The area provi:les habitat for rare or endangered 
indy senous species) that anc. endanmered regionally, 


provincially or nationally. 


The area is large, [larger than 1,000 acres (405 


hectares) | potentially afforiding a habitat for species 


that require extensive blocks of suitable habitat. 


The location of the area, combined with its natural 
PoaAcurea,, Make Ul, parerctariin= SuiGable for scientific 


research and conservation surposes. 
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CS) The combination of landform: and habitats is identified 
a: having high aesthetic value in context of the sur- 
rounding landscape and an alteration would significant- 


ly lower its amenity value. 


Areas can be rated according to the number of cri- 
teria that are fulfilled. An area would have an A status if 
it, fulfilled) 4 or more of the, craiteriaiwB status’ i f°. 6" fal-— 


filled 1 to 3 criteria; and C status where data is lacking. 


These criteria are thorough and detailed’'to include 
standards for the preservation of all ecosystems and species 
in a municipality or district. However, since they are cri- 
teria which were formulated with the southern Ontario sit- 
uation in mind, there are some problems which must be over- 


come to anply them in northwestern Ontario. 


One of the problems is that there is much less natural 
area left in southern Ontario (3 - 20%) to evaluate than in 


northwestern Ontario (up to 95%). 


This vastness of northwestern Ontario natural 
resources will mean that the effort required for evaluation 


of ESA's will be greatly increase(l. There is a need then, 


zZ 
to. formulate, priorpivies, for  jstusy an inorth western Cntario. 


Another ,oroblemw Gn noruliestemn Ontariocis that the 
status and biogeoyvraohy of the flora and fauna is poorly 
uncerstood. The nearest research institution is Lakehead 
University, andain Germs) iofsithe dior of the boreal forest, 
there has not been much botanical work done north of the 
English 2iver (Claude Garton, pers. comn.). English River 
is just within the southern boundary of the boreal. forest 
region (Rowe, 1977) and yet the boreal forest accounts for 


the. tarsest gpartsof northwestern iGntariro. 


Another example of the voor documentation of the 
boreal forest yrwiohac the Parlkshireciehmot che wisnastry tof 
Naburady ROsource sin asienioty ¢ tuicl mnie@atedy the ‘excent of 
SOCCILic TOrest, associations Invtne Nortinestern: Region 


(JohneScott,. pers. .conm*. is 


t+ ide therefore, almost impossible to now evaluate 
an arca or specics on the basis of whether it is "rare, en+ 
dangered or unusual" since the biogeography is so poorly 
documented. This also emphasizes the need to establish some 
priorities for evaluation sof potential) ESA's so that-this 


work/eanabe phased anyoversartlonger;period of time. 
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Another “lifficulty with the criteria is that they 
are somewhat biased towards the destruction of habitat since 
an arca or specics becomes "rare, endangered or unusual" 
only by occupying a small arca or existing in small numbers. 
This may hinder the foresight required in northwestern 
Ontario to set aside a section of representative habitat 


because it is not presently "rarc, endangered, or unusual" 


even though this status might be forseen. 


To account for these problems in developing an ESA 
policy for northwestern Ontario there should be a minimum 
Jand area requirement for the protection of sensitive areas. 
That is, a specified percentage of land should be reserved 
for Environmentally Sensitive Areas. <A policy such as this 
will recognize the importance of preserving the diversity of 
the region, despite whether the significance of every sensi- 
tive area can be totally documented at present. It also 
imposes a standard with which resource managers can plan well 
into the future and reduces the problem of unexpected with- 
drawals of resources whicn would affect management of a 
particular natural resource. Note that the proposed criteria 
would still be used to evaluate and compare areas of Similar 


habitat within the minimum land area designated. 


Without a minimum land area requirement, it would be 
necessary to inventory Grohibita. els slarce baneas. 10. north= 
western (Ontario dn order to yista Ly fdestenationwaol JieAts 
Cotally on ‘the proposed eriteriaw, is) would beniinrenbist1¢c 
because of the cost involved and the time necessary for a 
Cotal inventory. | Again, (mingclsalities gincthe: South shave 
been able tto use the scriteriay since whe malunal area Coeibe 
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inventoried ash commaricivels arial). 


A Minimim land arca requirement provides the ESA 
planner, wiethrche Sane flexibrliv. allowed to, the. puls,and 
yavcr anborest.. Note Chat, anaistry can scut)arcas with 
vEPCUaLIY UNG Study wo, weny ronnionval sg imnpacts yaue tor the 
SHEN pPCLONLOL PREvowe COnpanics Pron the Environmental 
ASeGesnent ACC. wee whom planner, “om, the other swhands«witil 
VEC TCR NavVewLO-UDGoOLLy ejUSULEy G.cCmunl Omacro. withdrawal «with 


a coOnp ete inventory winless Chere Ls ea mininum.area.reduine= 


ment. 


(c) Land Arca Reyuirements for ESA's 
ard eile Lal side Au aka Aude Wid dd dade beer OR cao! 


The land arca that. will be required for ESA's is not 
a forcgone conclusion since there are a number of factors 
which interplay to make exceptions to any specific area. In 
southern Ontario, the Hues Sa landscape remaining in munici- 
palities varies from 3% to 50%. In the municipalities and 
counties which have carried out ESA planning in Ontario, 
approximately 5% to 8% of the total land area has been 
designated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (Paul Eagles, 
pers. comm. )." TO comoarc Chis with a situation in. north— 
western Ontario, Ignace MNR District has established one 
provincial park (Sandbar Lake Provincial Park) which is 
PefOPeacres Or 6.27% 00. the total area of the district. 
Designated sensitive areas within the same district now 
comprise only about a dozen acres. In the whole MNR 
Northwestern Region the present provincial park system 


represents only about .38% of the total land area. 


I propose that a minimum of 5% of the land area of 
each district and therefore 5%3 of the Oe ean Region be 
set aside as undisturbed Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 
This is the minimum ESA area that has been designated in 


southern Ontario. It may be argued that the land use is 


diifercns ana Less intensive norcive stern OnunuriOrcO 
JUSCLIS SrOCeCCULON OF “anuarean sear GO SsouLvhCr Onbario. 
This 25 somewhat true however, une siivicultural cvechna.ques 
of the major Land use ain nortnyvescern Ontario are just as 
intensive as agricultural techniques in souchern Ontario. 
This Inoludeswmechanscal harvestanea, chenreal surayiniw to 
control poplar and insécts, scarification (silvicultural 
equivalent to plowing) and aerial seeding. The point should 
also be made’ that even with the creservation of 5%. to 8 of 
the Vandsarea wdnssoutherneOnGarl ao wnhnere Naver becn extinct 10n 
of several mammal species due to habitat loss (Campbell et 
Blane wu ae he 

Along with the criteria of 3:; minimum Land area there 
Mie Oe mUNet POON Oi VOCCiisure onal, bhe dior ty an 
each Unsetrict 2c maintained, Wathout condations, theoret— 
2cally ther 55 could be used to ses aside only one type of 
habitat or open water. Thia would obviously not contribute 
LO. tiewerOovecta On Or Uiversi ly creche protection of repre-— 


S@ntavtuver MaADLOAUS WLONLIE GNe MSC ricy, 


Dis Ccussa on 
_—_-_ TS 


The following are additional suidelines and 


conilitions: 


1) 


ES) 
~— 


3) 


Major land uses (mainly forestry at present) should 
have 55 of proposed development zones set aside for 
ESA's. Priority study areas will be those proposed 
for earliest development. This will ensure that there 
is a diversity of habitats preserved in the natural 
state, and that they are randomly distributed over the 


whole district. 


The area removed for ESA's should only include those 
land areas of interest to the land user in question. 
For example, areas designated to preserve habitat in 
potential logging areas will only include forested land 
scheduled to be cut and not be "padded" by peatlands, 


lakes, etc. 


The 5% could include sections of provincial parks or 
wilderness reserves if it is determined that these areas 
represent and protect habitat equally as well as alter- 
native ESA sites proposed for development. Shoreline 
reserves should not be included as ESA's Since their 


400 foot width is too narrow to be a self contained 


€COnV Cen. oe, Weneroe efrrect's caused) by ancreased sun-= 
lisht “and other factors on shoreline reserves could 


disturb the original natural community dramatically. 


4) The FSA's may be in large blocks or several smaller 
blocks. Variation in size and shapve of ESA's should 
follow the basic principles of island biogeography in 


order to maximize species numbers (Appendix 1). 


5) The evaluation of ESA's should be carried out by 
ministry personnel and consultants with expertise in 
the carth and life science fields. These researchers 
should use the Pponesed criteria to rate alternative 


SLUGS. 


To implenent an ESA ‘prozranm such” as the one proposed 
in-thais Saper= there would’ need tobe’ Sonc additional staff 
haredyhs. che anwstr yO WalLUral XCSOUrCeS. eric) hirsuestc) 
would ideally involve hiring a »ermanent conservation 
biologist or planner in each district and in the regional 
office as part of the Lands or Parks Branch, 


Thesewscakr 


£ could set out sriority areas that need to 
be studied to represent the natural diversity within each 


district. They could also draw u; an overview of the life 


to 


(©) 


<y 


science and earth science features of the district to give a 
clearer picture of the location and abundance of specific 


ecosystems and species. 


A permanent staff member could also organize summer 
programs to gather further data on specific priority areas 
for evaluation by consultants or summer students. Much of 
the information compiled would te useful to the Parks Branch 


which is very understaffed in the Northwestern Region. 


This. program may be considered. to be prohibi- 
tively expensive. However, if a sensitive areas program.is 
to be seriously undertaken, not only as proposed in this 


paper but also as the Ministry of Natural Resources has 


proposed, then additional manpower is required. 


Costs will have to be paid eventually even if 
incremental, short-sighted Ore is practised. In many 
cases these costs will be much greater than if areas were set 
aside earlier in the planning process. A good example of 
this is the move by a conservation authority to protect 
Rattray Marsh near Toronto, The cost of expropriation to 
protect the marsh excecded three million dollars for 84 


acres (Hanna, 1979). 


Many of these battles co save smalkL natural remiants 
in southern Ontario will be foushté in the future and many 
Will takely be Lost. Hovelulin northwestern OnGariorw. iL. 
learn from these examples ana will conserve public funds by 


setting acide areas before rather than after develooment 


OCCUL ise 


30 


Conclusion 


ES planning in Ontario has increased significantly 
in recent years. Universities, consultants, and government 
departments are now involved in severel phases of the plann- 
ing for environmentally sensitive areas. In northwestern 
Ontario, however, planning for ESA's is not yet taken very 
seriously. Hopefully, the Ministry of Natural Resources! 
long awaited policy concerning sensitive areas will be forth- 
coming soon and will contain some of the elements outlined 
in this paper. In the meantime, MNR staff seem to be 
attempting to absolve themselves from vesponsibility for sen- 
Sitive areas by suggesting that it is up to "public demand" 
to judge what areas are sensitive. J have heard this comment 
from MNR employees myself (Scott and Harris, pers. comn.) and 
it has been documente:: by Eagles (1979). It is also rein-~ 
forced in the approech to policy in northwestern Ontario 
regarding wilderness parks: “requires full study and under- 


standing by northern residents themselves" (MNR, 1974). 


In this regard, I would like to make two points. 
ESA study in southern Ontario has shown that location and 
identification of sensitive areas must be based on a thorough 


resource inventory by life and earth scientists. It is 


imso0ssible to expect the yublie Vo accomaiaian sihis.) espec— 


Lakhs wauthoutl, funwinsecowto goo. 


My second point is that INK doés not plan in this 
manner for any other type of landiuse. In. such areas as 
Harks, maining, and forestry the procedure is to have experts 
do the background work and then to present it to the public 
fOr "reaction. | this should also be the srocedure for 


SCNSabIve area. 


© Nave jalso listened to VinR startle who tell me that 
1G is NOt their mandacse to Grotect cgensaitave areas. I fand 
Cie tte VCuLe, CO acCCwtne CCially comidering. the. voal of 


CNG rinks “ees CO COMIN sver, Drovect and conserve oublic 


lances ant waters". The porn. sivould also be madc that MN 
Nase airesas COMM CcCl GgeeGl: GO, sCUsLtive areas in northern 
Ontario. Hany arcas are Jicted a; “should be »rotected" in 


MRS OWN Sensative areca repore:. 


Without an ESA policy I would predict that many 
Fr@qgre.envaci ve Navuural arca> will be lost in the near future 
IW NOCCiWwes eet OnvdI1O., ine uUnrortunace thing as that thas 


Watt CO,Lereely UNnNOGTCeU, UlNtLl It is too late. 


4 


an excellent example of this was presented to me at 
Laxeheau University. Junt west” of Thumier’ Day; “University 
staffF are attempting to prevent logging of one. of the last 
virgin white pine ;stands in the district (Garton, pers. 
comm. ). <A logging road has already been constructed through 
the stand and it is .dafficultotoctell,at!present. what. will 
happen to the area. In this resard, the Dean of Forestry at 
Lakehead University has pointed ou. that there should be an 
YNaggressive effort" to preserve representative natural areas 
in northwestern Gntario (Hearndon, pers. comn.). It is my 


Sincere hope that some of the recommendations and guidelines 


presented in this paper will contribute to that efforc. 
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Appendix 1 GEOMETRIC PRINCIPLES FOR THE DESIGN 


large 
reserve 


single 
reserve 


closely 
grouped 
reserves 


block 
group of 
reserves 


linked 
reserves 


circular 
or block 
reserves 


OF NATURE RESERVES 


small 
© reserve 
C) © divided 
G) reserves 
widely 
spaced 


@ 
C reserves 


© linear 
xe) iO yercup on 
reserves 


unlinked 
O=O=65) © O O reserves 


@ linear 
=) reserves 


(adapted from Eagles (1979) quoting Island Biogeograph 
and the Desizn of Nature Reserves, J.M. Diamona and Rk. 
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Sensitive Areas and Features Report Form 


Category and Number 


Location Map Scale 1:50,000 or 1:250,000 


Encircle and/or place arrow to indicate exact site 


Category Code 

V - Vegetation 

W - Fish and Wildlife 

G - Geology and Land forms 
H - Historic and Cultural 

C - Complexes 


Significance 


Township or Basemap 


Concession 


Ownership 


Description — 


Potential for Damage — 


Recommendations for Use and Protection — 


Form No. LC. 001-A (11/73) 


Page 2 


Photographs / Sketches / Maps/ Additional Information 


Category and Number 


Form No. LC. 001-B (11/73) 


